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REPLY COMMENTS OF NORTHEEE TELECOM

In the Matter of

Amendment of the Commission’s
Rules to Establish New Personal
Communications Services

Northern Telecom Inc. ("Northern Telecom") hereby
replies to the comments submitted on the Apple Petition for
Emergency relief. Northern Telecom continues to believe that the
Commission properly divided the spectrum allocated to unlicensed
PCS when it assigned one half of the bandwidth to asynchronous
devices and one half to isochronous devices. In that scheme, the
Commission also evenly divided the more lightly loaded 1910-1930
MHz band between the asynchronous and isochronous applications.

In its Petition for Emergency Relief, Apple had
requested that the Commission assign the lightly loaded band
soclely to "nomadic" devices. In its comments submitted on
November 8, 1993, Apple clarified its petition in light of the
Commission’s PCS order to request that the lightly loaded band be
allocated to asynchronous devices generally, although Apple
contends that most asynchronous devices will be "nomadic." Even
as clarified, the Commission should reject Apple’s request to

undo the careful compromise adopted by the Commission in divizing
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the lightly loaded 1910-1930 MHz band between asynchronous and
isochronous devices.

Northern Telecom agrees with Apple and other commenters
that wireless data communications will be an important component
of the telecommunications infrastructure. However, Apple
continues to attempt to confuse the broad need for wireless data
communications with its own narrow view that such communications
can only be made possible through the use of Apple’s particular
technology. For example, in footnote 5 of its comments, Apple
states that "For convenience, this document may use the terms
'data’ and ’'voice’ as synonymous with ‘asynchronous’ and
’isochronous.’" As Northern Telecom indicated in its comments,
however, data communications will be provided over both
asynchronous and isochronous devices, so that Apple is wrong when
it asserts that the Commission must allocate the lightly loaded
spectrum solely to asynchronous devices in order to ensure the
development of Data-PCS.YV

Northern Telecom anticipates that PCS will develop
similarly to other communications technologies, where data will
use the best-suited, most efficient transmission method

available. The means for transmitting data can be expected to

1/ Similarly, the Commission should discount the support
offered by Microsoft, the Businegs Software Alliance and Compaq,
since they all operate under the same false premise as Apple,
namely that Data-PCS can only be gserved through asynchronous
devices. Likewise, Compaq’'s assertion that there will be heavy
demand for "peer-to-peer" or strictly "nomadic" devices is
unsubstantiated. Cf., Comments of Hewlett-Packard, questioning
the need for an allocation of spectrum to serve such a limited
use, particularly when alternatives such as hard wire or infrared
light transmissions could be used.



vary with the application as it does today; data is presently
gsent via isochronous as well as asynchronous technologies.
Indeed, equal if not greater amounts of data are currently
transmitted using isochronous methods.

Apple also continues to claim that most of the
envisioned Data-PCS applications will be nomadic in nature,
although Apple provides no foundation for its assertion.? While
the "peer-to-peer" communications that can be facilitated by
Apple’s technology will be strictly "nomadic," most data
communications needs can and will be met by devices that can be
coordinated. Thus, the Commission’s allocation plan will allow
Data-PCS to develop immediately, without awaiting the full
clearing of the spectrum.

Although it may be necessary to delay the deployment of
strictly "nomadic" devices until the spectrum is fully cleared,
Northern Telecom believes that it will be adverse to the public
interest to delay unnecessarily the deployment of coordinatable
voice, asynchronous data and isochronous data services in order
to accommodate the faster deployment of strictly "nomadic"
asynchronous devices. Indeed, the Apple proposal to allocate the
lightly loaded band solely to asynchronous devices threatens the
deployment of all unlicensed PCS services.

The Commission’s allocation of one half of the lightly
loaded band to isochronous devices will allow the rapid

deployment of coordinatable devices, which in turn will provide

2/ See generally, Apple Comments at pp. 3-4.



the funding for clearing all of the 183%0-1930 MHz band. Indeed,
the "voice" equipment manufacturers share Apple’s goal of
promptly clearing the spectrum, because while some applications
will be coordinatable, the ease of deployment (and hence lower
cost) will increase markedly if the equipment can be marketed to
cleared spectrum. Unlike Apple, which has not presented a
proposal for funding the clearing of the spectrum under its
scheme, several manufacturers who are committed to developing
unlicensed PCS have initiated a plan for clearing the spectrum
based on the Commission’s allocation scheme. An organization has
been created and initially funded, and the member companies have
committed to spending several million dollars even before any
devices have been marketed. However, that plan will be
threatened by adoption of the Apple proposal.

One of the necessary components of the plan for funding
the relocation of the point-to-point licensees in the 1890-1930
MHz band is the opportunity to begin deploying coordinatable
devices in the near future. Such deployment can practically
occur, however, only if fairly wide geographic areas (such as
MSAs) are identified that can support unlicensed PCS devices
without causing harmful interference to the incumbent licensees.
Northern Telecom anticipates that UTAM will be able to identify
such areas in the 1910-1930 MHz band.

In contrast, in the more densely loaded band it would
be highly unlikely that UTAM could find appropriate areas with
spectrum available for coordinatable PCS devices, thus

necessitating site-by-site reviews. If it becomes necessary to



coordinate on a site-by-site basis, then the cost of deploying
unlicensed PCS equipment will skyrocket, thus decreasing the
likelihood that such equipment will be deployed. 1In addition,
such site-by-site coordination will inevitably result in delays,
since UTAM will operate with finite resources. These added costs
and delays in turn could eliminate the expected source of funding
for clearing the band, namely a "royalty" on the sales of
unlicensed PCS equipment. Finally, if relegated solely to the
more crowded 1890-1910 MHz band, the density of incumbent users
may be so great as to preclude the use of any coordinatable
devices.

The only support offered by Apple for its claim that
PCS devices can be easily coordinated is a cite to Northern
Telecom’s request seeking experimental authority for deployment
of wireless voice products.? Northern Telecom’s experience with
deployment of coordinatable equipment has convinced us that while
the site-by-site coordination has allowed a limited deployment
that is useful for market testing, it is too cumbersome and
expensive a procedure to support the larger volume of product
distribution that is necessary to provide the initial funding for

clearing the spectrum. Thus, the Apple proposal is likely to

3/ As an initial matter, the Northern Telecom experimental
application seeks authority to use the lightly loaded 1910-1930
MHz band, not the more heavily loaded 1890-1910 MHz band.



hinder the successful development of all unlicensed PCS

applications.¥

With respect to Apple’s concerns with adjacent channel
interference and the need for guard bands, Northern Telecom
observes that while Apple admits in footnote 15 that its 4 MHz
guardband is merely illustrative, it then goes on to use that
same 4 MHz figure to demonstrate that Data-PCS will have
inadequate spectrum. Several companies that are committed to
development of the unlicensed band are currently working with the
incumbent users to determine the real requirements of the
incumbents and to develop cost-effective solutions. Apple has
been invited to participate in those discussions, but has not yet
joined. Northern Telecom urges Apple to contribute to those
efforts, rather than merely postulating a "catastrophe" scenario.

Similarly, Apple complains in its comments about an
alleged "bias" of UTAM, but Apple has chogen not to participate
actively in UTAM’s efforts to date. UTAM membership is open to
all, and Northern Telecom once again urges Apple and any other

Data-PCS proponents to become active in UTAM. Indeed, as more

4/ In addition, whatever potential benefit might arise from the
allocation of contiguous spectrum in the 1890-1910 MHz band would
be more than offset by the resulting inability to deploy
coordinatable equipment because of the congested nature of that
spectrum. Thus, Northern Telecom urges the Commission to reject
Apple’s attempt (Apple Petition at pp. 8-9) to couch its proposal
as a boon to coordinatable isochronous devices, or Spectralink’s
vague support for the proposed reallocation. Likewise, the
Commission should summarily deny the request of Metricom to have
the Commission alter its Rules to mandate the Metricom technology
in the 1910-1930 MHz band, since such a pleading is properly
submitted as a petition for reconsideration of the spectrum
etiquette adopted by the Commission, not as comments on the
unrelated Apple Petition for Emergency Relief.



companies participate in UTAM, more "seed money" can be raised,
greater people and resources will be available to accomplish the
work, and the unlicensed band will be cleared sooner for the
benefit of all users of the 1890-1930 MHz band.

In sum, Northern Telecom continues to urge the
Commisgion to reject Apple’s proposal to make all of the lightly
loaded spectrum available for Apple’s technology. The allocation
scheme adopted by the Commission will support the prompt
deployment of coordinatable equipment to meet many of the data
and voice requirements of customers, which in turn will provide
the necessary level of funding to begin clearing the spectrum.
In contrast, Apple’s proposal threatens to severely retard the
deployment of coordinatable PCS devices, thus jeopardizing the
ability of the industry to fund the clearing of the spectrum.
Therefore, Northern Telecom requests that the Commission retain
the allocation of the 1890-1900 MHz and 1920-1930 MHz bands for
isochronous unlicensed PCS devices, and the 1900-1920 MHz band

for asynchronous unlicensed PCS devices.
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